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he most common putative 
example of poor design 
in humans is the so-called 


backward retina. This claim 1s 
often documented by a compari- 
son between the human eye and 
the cephalopod eye, often that of 
the octopus, which is claimed to 
be superior because its rods and 
cones face the source of light in- 
stead of facing away from the light 
source, as does the human retina: 


...the eyes of the lowly squid, 
with the nerves artfully hidden 
behind the photoreceptors, are 

an example of design perfection. 

If the Creator had indeed lavished 
his best design on the creature he 
shaped in his own image, creation- 
ists would surely have to conclude 
that God is really a squid. (Diamond, 
1985, p. 91). 


In contrast to the octopus eye, Oxford 
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Emeritus Professor Richard Dawkins con- 
siders the human eye to be a major example 
of poor design because, he concludes, an 


...engineer would naturally assume 
that the photocells would point to- 
wards the light, with their wires 





leading backwards towards the 
brain. He would laugh at any 
suggestion that the photocells 
might point away from the light, 
with their wires departing on 
the side nearest the light. Yet 
this is exactly what happens in 
all vertebrate retinas. ... This 
means that the light, instead of 
being granted an unrestricted 
passage to the photocells, has 
to pass through a forest of con- 
necting wires (Dawkins, 1986, 


FIGURE 1. Structures in a vertebrate's eye (left) compared with p. 93). 
those in the eye of an octopus (right). Key: 1, retina; 2, nerve 
fibers; 3, optic nerve; and 4, blind spot. (Mann, 2005) 


The octopus eye 


The octopus eye optics have been 
studied for over a century, yet we still do 
not understand the details of how its eye 
functions (Young, 1971). Octopus eyes use 
a camera-type design similar to that used 
by humans, except their sensory organs are 
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Matters of Fact 
by 


Jean K. Lightner, DVM, MS 


Editor’s note: You may submit your question to Dr. 
Jean Lightner at jean@creationresearch.org. It will 
not be possible to provide an answer for each question, 
but she will choose those which have a broad appeal 
and lend themselves to relatively short answers. 


Why do species names 
sometimes change? 


As the different kinds of creatures 

that God created reproduced and 
filled the earth (Genesis 1:22, 28; 8:17), 
they changed and adapted as they encoun- 
tered new environments and habitats. In the 
process, enough differences often developed 
between different populations from the 
same created kind that they became readily 
distinguishable from each other. For exam- 


Changing Species Names— 
Whats Up with That? 





FIGURE 1. The eastern coyote, a wild canine 

found in the Eastern United States and 

Canada, is a hybrid with coyote, wolf, 
and dog parentage. 


ple, the hares that live in the arctic are 
readily distinguished from those that live 
in the desert; and there are distinct hares in 
other regions of the world as well. Thus, 
there is a very good reason for giving them 
different names. 


Since God designed his creatures to 
vary and adapt, and since they can do so in 
a timely fashion (rather than only slowly, 
over millions of years by chance processes), 
it 1s not surprising that we have many 
examples where different populations have 
diverged enough to become distinct. We 
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Faraday Lectures 


n 1825, Michael Faraday (1791-1867) 

gave a series of Christmas Lectures for 

the townspeople at London’s Royal 
Institution. The annual presentations contin- 
ue today, two centuries later, in Faraday’s 
honor. The first six lectures, titled The 
Chemical History of a Candle, were fully 
illustrated with experiments. Children and 
adults crowded in for the talks which many 
described as a worship experience. 


The Candle topics included flame col- 
ors, coal gas, water’s unique properties, and 
the behavior of unusual metals such as 
platinum. Faraday knew little math but used 
numbers where necessary. Thus, at one 
point he compared the approximate weight 
of a cubic foot of hydrogen gas (in his words 
about 1/12 ounce) with the same volume of 
liquid water (1,000 ounces). Faraday also 
demonstrated that the earth’s atmosphere 
was 78 percent nitrogen. 


As mentioned in a previous essay 
(DeYoung, 2013), Michael Faraday once 
asked his friend, James Clerk Maxwell, to 
please express the electromagnetic field 
equations in common language, translating 
them from their “hieroglyphics” so that 


others could understand them. 
| Many of our readers would say 
- “Amen” to this request. 


The request for clarity reminds 
me of a conversation I had with 
the late Henry Morris some de- 
cades ago. We were discussing 
the challenge of explaining how 
we can see distant starlight in a 
young universe. That is, how can 
we accept vast space distances while reject- 
ing deep time. Morris concluded that the 
correct explanation should be understand- 
able to the layperson, and in fact to a child. 
By the way, we agreed that a fully function- 
ing, mature creation is a credible view. 


Regarding the Candle lectures, Faraday 
concluded with these words to his audience, 


I...express a wish that you may be 
fit to compare with a candle; that 
you may, like it, shine as lights to 
those about you. 


Also meaningful are some of Faraday’s 
thoughts when asked the question “What 
will be your occupation in the next world?” 
Faraday answered, “I shall be with Christ 
and that is enough.” Such are the words of 
wisdom from a pioneer creation scientist. 


Reference and note 
DeYoung, D. 2013. Maxwell’s equations. Creation 
Matters 18(5):4. 


The Candle lectures are freely available in ebook 
format from Project Gutenberg at 
http://www.gutenberg.org/ebooks/14474?msg= 


welcome_stranger 
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Comparison of Eyes 
...continued from page I 


specialized for use in aquatic environments. 
The camera-type eye is the most complex 
eye design known 1n the animal world. As 
noted, the main distinguishing feature of 
the octopus eye 1s that the retinal nerves are 
wired from behind so that the light sensitive 
cells face the incoming light. In contrast, 
the retinal cells of the human eye are invert- 
ed (1.e., the light sensitive cells face away 
from the light). The octopus’ eyes are in- 
deed complex, but they are designed for a 
very different light environment compared 
to that inhabited by humans. 


Normal light rays enter the eye from 
all directions. Polarization streamlines the 
light and reduces the chaotic, reflected light 
rays, improving vision in a manner similar 
to that achieved by polarized sunglasses 
(Courage, 2013, p. 182). Octopus eyes can 
effectively distinguish polarized light, and 
have the highest light absorption when the 
light is aligned properly with the electric 
(e)-vector axis of the polarized light, en- 
abling sensitivity to polarization differen- 
ces. Achieving this feat are two organs, 
called statocysts, which are sac-like struc- 
tures containing a mineralized mass and 
sensitive hairs that allow an octopus to sense 
its body orientation relative to earth’s hori- 
zon. The information is then sent to the 
brain to automatically adjust its eyes to 
ensure that their pupil slits are always hor- 
izontal, allowing the eye to effectively use 
polarization to maximize its vision (Hanlon 
and Messenger, 1996). 


In terrestrial life, the cornea has a sub- 
stantial role in achieving optimal focusing, 
and the cornea shape is designed axially 
symmetric to fulfill this role. Because the 
octopus eye lacks a cornea, its nearly spher- 
ical lens is the source of the refraction 
required to focus images on its retina (Jag- 
ger and Sands, 1999). The lens is so well 
designed that it also enlarges the image and 
corrects for distortion caused by spherical 
aberration. Both “lifestyle requirements and 
lens material properties influence the design 
of these [octopus] eyes.” (Jagger and Sands, 
1999), 


A better design? 


In fact, the cephalopod eye has experimen- 
tally been shown to be, in some ways, 
inferior to the human eye, which is designed 
to function in an atmospheric world. The 
processing of the visual image in vertebrate 
eyes begins in the retina, by the nerve cells 


located next to the rods and cones. By 
contrast, the photoreceptor nerve impulses 
in the octopus eye must first travel to the 
brain to be processed. This step not only 
causes some delay, but adds distortion, 
called noise. The result, Wirth et al. con- 
clude, is slower processing and less detail 
in the image that is produced (Wirth, 1984). 


A study comparing trout and octopus 
eyes found the octopus eye inferior in sev- 
eral other traits, including the fact that it 
has less light-gathering power than does the 
trout eye (Jagger and Sands, 1999). Octo- 
puses tolerate lowered image resolution as 
a trade-off for a brighter image, a critical 
concern in deep waters for an eye that has 
less light-gathering power than does that of 
trout and other life forms. Furthermore, no 
evidence exists that octopuses have color 
vision, but instead they see a black, gray, 
and white world. Another finding is that 
octopus eyes are severely nearsighted, not 
able to see very clearly beyond about eight 
feet (Courage, 2013, p. 180). 


Response to motion 


This delay in image processing, and the 
lower level of detail, are not problematic to 
the octopus for one major reason. This 
creature responds to motion, as shown by 
the fact that it reacts to moving, non-food 
objects as if they were prey, but will not 
react to its normal food objects if they are 
motionless (Spigel, 1965, p. 126). 


The importance of motion to detect 
prey, instead of sharp detail, supports the 
observation that the octopus eye is actually 
a type of simple “compound eye with a 
single lens,” because each receptor cell is 
surrounded by photo-pigment-containing 
microvilli that form a rhabdomeric structure 
like a compound lens (Budelmann, 1994, 
p. 15). Each facet in a compound eye is 
either on or off, and object movement pro- 
duces changes in the on and off pattern — 
similar to a series of light bulbs in a movie 
marquee sign that produce the illusion of 
movement by changing on and off patterns. 
In short, movement of life is what brings 
them food (Courage, 2013, p. 182). 


Our ignorance about the function of 
major parts of the cephalopod visual system, 
such as the optic lobe, prevents researchers 
from completing a more detailed analysis 
of cephalopod vision. Nonetheless, enough 
knowledge about animal eyes exists to in- 
dicate that certain very simple eyes are in 
some ways more complex than are cephalo- 
pod eyes. 


For example, even a few very simple 
life forms, such as jellyfish, have complex 


eyes. A cubozoan (common name of the 
box jellyfish) is a cnidarian that has an 
elaborate cluster of different eyes. Two of 
its four eyes resemble the eyes of higher 
animals, and 


...show that box-jellyfish lenses 
contain a finely tuned refractive in- 
dex gradient producing nearly aber- 
ration-free imaging. This 
demonstrates that even simple ani- 
mals have... sophisticated visual op- 
tics previously known only from a 
few advanced bilaterian phyla (Nils- 
son, et al, 2005). 


Summary 


The cephalopod eye 1s well-designed for its 
marine environment, as is the vertebrate eye 
for its terrestrial environment; thus, direct 
comparisons have limited value. The claim 
that the cephalopod eye is superior to the 
vertebrate eye is irresponsible, ignoring 
both the environment and the purpose of 
the eye’s design. Both eyes are well de- 
signed for the environment in which each 
animal exists (Kroger, 2009). 
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Speaking of Science 


from the Creation-Evolution Headlines 
by David F. Coppedge 


Editor’s note: These S.O.S. (Speaking of Science) items have been selected from “Creation- 
Evolution Headlines” edited by David F. Coppedge at littp://crev.info and are used by 
permission. Unless otherwise noted, emphasis is added in all quotes, and items are authored 
by Mr. Coppedge. Content may be edited for style and length. 


Original Proteins Found in Fossil Sea Turtle 


he fossil of a sea turtle said to be 54 million years old still 
has original proteins of pigment and muscle. 


A press release from North Carolina State University! drops 
another bomb on deep time. Even though the researchers, including 
co-author Mary Schweitzer, do not doubt the age of the fossil at 
54 million “Darwin Years,” that is an awful lot of time for original 
biomolecules to be preserved. 


Researchers from North Carolina State University, Lund 
University in Sweden and the University of Hyogo in Japan 
have retrieved original pigment, beta-keratin and muscle 
proteins from a 54 million-year-old sea turtle hatchling. The 
work adds to the growing body of evidence supporting 
persistence of original molecules over millions of years and 
also provides direct evidence that a pigment-based survival 
trait common to modern sea turtles evolved at least 
54 million years ago. 


That last clause compounds the problem by 
pushing back a trait earlier than expected. In 
this case, it is dark coloration, believed to 
provide camouflage from predators, and heat & 
regulation by absorbing sunlight as the hatch- 
ling scurried across the sand to the seashore. No evolution is 
documented, because the adaptive trait was already present! 


The fossil was found in Denmark in 2008, but soft tissue 
remains were not recovered till 2013. Johan Lindgren of Lund 
University performed multiple tests to analyze the remains. He 
found organelles he suspected were melanosomes, the structures 
that provide coloration. He brought in other researchers for further 
analysis. 


Lindgren performed ToF-SIMS on the samples to confirm 
the presence of heme, eumelanin and proteinaceous mol- 
ecules — the components of blood, pigment and protein. 


Co-author Mary Schweitzer, professor of biological sciences 
at NC State with a joint appointment at the North Carolina 
Museum of Natural Sciences, performed histochemical anal- 
yses of the sample, finding that it tested positive against 
antibodies for both alpha and beta-keratin, hemoglobin 
and tropomyosin, a muscle protein. TEM, performed by 
University of Hyogo evolutionary biologist Takeo Kurtya- 
ma, and Schweitzer’s immunogold testing further con- 
firmed the findings. 


Schweitzer, in an apparent pre-emptive strike at skeptics, stated 
that confirmation of these particular proteins rules out contamina- 
tion, because bacteria don’t make eukaryotic melanin or keratin. 


The open-access paper, published October 17 in Nature Sci- 
entific Reports,’ calls the specimen “arguably one of the best 
preserved juvenile fossil sea turtles on record.” Traces of soft 


4 | Creation Research Society 


Se 


tissue were preserved “with great fidelity,” the paper says. What 
was found was original, unmineralized material. 


Here we show that the extraordinary preservation of the 
type of T. danica goes beyond gross morphology to include 
ultrastructural details and _ labile molecular 
components of the once-living animal. Haemoglobin-de- 
rived compounds, eumelanic pigments and proteinaceous 
materials retaining the immunological characteristics of 
sauropsid-specific B-keratin and tropomyosin were detected 
in tissues containing remnant melanosomes and decayed 
keratin plates. The preserved organics represent condensed 
remains of the cornified epidermis and, likely also, deeper 
anatomical features, and provide direct chemical evidence 
that adaptive melanism — a biological means used by extant 
sea turtle hatchlings to elevate metabolic and growth rates 
— had evolved 54 million years ago. 


The evolutionary speculation and dates are not derived from 
the observations. It’s important to recall that until recently, no one 
expected original proteins to survive a hundred thousand years, let 
alone millions. So how do the researchers explain this “extraordi- 
nary preservation” of material in this fossil labeled MHM-K2, that 
should be long gone? 


We hypothesise that calctum ions (and other trace 
elements) adsorbed onto the surface of the carcass during 
the microbially mediated formation of the calcareous con- 
cretion in which MHM-K2 was found. 
Mild geothermal conditions might then 
have limited further breakdown of the 
stabilised organics. 






} Haemoglobin also imparts tissue fixation by 
iron-catalysed free radical reac- 
tions and/or inhibition of bacterial 
growth ..., possibly contributing to preservation 
of anatomical features deeper than the cornified 
epidermis. Blood breakdown products released from 
erythrocytes during hemolysis can seep into surrounding 
tissues, causing a reddish-brown discoloura- 
tion. Impregnation by haemoglobin-derived com- 
pounds has been recorded not only in bones, but also in 
scales and teeth. Consequently, it is possible that the outer 
integument was infiltrated by blood residues diffusing from 
underlying (and now almost completely degraded) dermal or 
deeper tissues sometime during the early stages of 
decomposition of MHM-K2. Detection of haemoglobin- and 
tropomyosin-derived compounds supports this possibility. 


The language is cautious, because they can only suggest 
“possibilities” that “might” explain the preservation. Proteins, 
however, are delicate molecules subject to thermal breakdown. 
Stabilizing processes, even if plausible, cannot last indefinitely. 
But for tens of millions of years? Mark Armitage, who has recov- 
ered and analyzed dinosaur soft tissue himself, strongly disputes 
the ability of blood-derived iron to stabilize soft tissues. 


Much of the paper sidesteps this important question by spec- 
ulating about when “adaptive melanism” evolved. But really, does 
the fossil look any “less evolved” than the living turtle? Why do 
they give it a different scientific name when it is virtually identical? 
Did the hatchling really fossilize that long ago? 


Since dinosaur soft tissues and proteins have been found twice 
as old as those in this sea turtle, long-age evolutionists are panick- 
ing. They are scrambling to downplay the findings or pretending 


soft tissue 1s exciting because it can shed light on evolution. These 
are distractions from the danger their worldview 1s in. 


The Darwin hot-air balloon can only hold a finite number of 
fossils with soft tissue before 1t comes crashing to the ground. Keep 
piling them up in the gondola. And turn on those video cams, 
everyone! Let the public see the collapse. 

1. Peake, T. (2017, October 17). Keratin, pigment, proteins from 54 million-year-old 

sea turtle show survival trait evolution. NC State News. Retrieved November 2, 

2017 from https://news.ncsu.edu/2017/10/schweitzer-sea-turtle/ 

2. Lindgren,J., T.Kurryama, H.Madsen, P.Sjévall, et al. 2017. Biochemistry and adap- 


tive colouration of an exceptionally preserved juvenile fossil sea turtle Scientific 
Reports 7, Article number: 1332. doi:10.1038/s41598-017-13187-5 


Fossil Bird Oil Stuns Scientists 


gland that birds use for preening, including the fatty oil, has 
been found in a fossil. Could it really be 48 million years 
old? 


Shortly after the reporting on soft tissue found in a turtle fossil 
said to be 54 million years old (see previous article), another story 
appeared about soft tissue, this time from a bird fossil said to be 


48 million years old. The Senckenberg Research Institute and | 


Natural History Museum put out this press release!: 


As a rule, soft parts do not withstand the ravages of 
time; hence, the majority of vertebrate fossils consist only 
of bones. Under these circumstances, a new discovery 
from the UNESCO World Heritage Site “Messel Pit” 
near Darmstadt in Germany comes as an even bigger 
surprise: a 48-million-year old skin gland from 
a bird, containing lipids of the same age. The 
oldest lipids ever recorded in a fossil vertebrate were 
used by the bird to preen its plumage. 


The Messel Pit has yielded some of the best-preserved 
fossils in the world. Even in the context of previous amazing finds 
at the site, this discovery struck the scientists by surprise. Gerald 
Mayr, ornithologist for the institute, remarked, “The discovery 
is one of the most astonishing examples of soft part preservation 
in animals. It is extremely rare for something like this to be 
preserved for such a long time.” It’s astonishing because paleon- 
tologists know that “The organic materials that the soft parts consist 
of usually decompose within decades, or even just a few years.” 
And yet the lipids analyzed from the sample have kept their 
chemical composition for 48 million Darwin Years. How? 


To date, it is not clear why the lipids from the uropygial 
gland were able to survive for so long. It is possible that 
they hardened into nore [sic, more] decomposition-resistant 
waxes under exclusion of oxygen. In addition, the researchers 
assume that one of the properties of the preen oil played a 
role that is still shown by modern birds today — 
its antibacterial components. They may have been the 
reason that after the bird’s death only few bacteria were able 
to settle in, preventing the full-on decomposition. 


Clearly, they don’t know. They’re only offering suggestions. 
Nobody has ever experienced 48 million years. “Decades, or even 
just a few years” are within human experience, and those have 
been sufficient to show that organic materials in soft parts decom- 
pose quickly. Even with mitigating circumstances to slow down 
the decay, can they overcome it for tens of millions of years? 


Another problem for consensus science is that this bird had a 
gland that is virtually identical to those of modern birds —1.e., no 
















evolution. Bob Yirka at Phys.org says, 


The team studied the object using pyrolysis gas chromatog- 
raphy-mass spectrometry to better understand its chemical 
composition and found that it was unlike those of the bird’s 
other fossilized parts or the oily material in which the bird 
had been found. Instead, it very closely resembled the 
chemical makeup of modern uropygial glands. Taken 
together, the team reports, all signs point to the object 
representing an example of soft tissue surviving over the 
course of millions of years. 


The “millions of years” part of the story, though, does not 
come from observations date-stamped on the specimen. It comes 
from Darwin’s requirement that life has developed gradually over 
long time periods. The scientists clearly did not expect this soft 
tissue to remain that long. Plus, there was no evolution evident. 
What, other than distraction, did Darwinism contribute to the 
report? Scientists should consider the distinct possibility that the 
remains indicate the bird did not fossilize very long ago. 


The find has been published in the Proceedings of the Royal 
Society B.> According to the abstract: 


Although various kinds of organic molecules are known 
to occur in fossils and rocks, most soft tissue preservation 
in animals is attributed to melanin or porphyrins. Lipids 
are particularly stable over time—as diagenetically 
altered ‘geolipids’ or as major molecular constitu- 
ents of kerogen or fossil ‘geopolymers’—and may 
be expected to be preserved in certain vertebrate 
tissues. ...By comparison with modern bird uropy- 
gial gland wax esters, we show that these molec- 
ular fossils are likely derived from 
endogenous wax ester fatty alcohols and 
fatty acids that survived initial decay and 
underwent early diagenetic  geo- 
aati polymerization. These data demonstrate 
mk ae es the high fidelity preservation of the uro- 
pygial gland waxes and showcase the resilience of lipids 
over geologic time and their potential role in the exceptional 
preservation of lipid-rich tissues of macrofossils. 


One positive result of the discovery for everyone is that 
paleontologists will be on the lookout for similar soft tissue remains 
in other bird fossils, possibly even in the “feathered dinosaur” 
fossils coming from Jurassic and Cretaceous strata. Of course, soft 
tissues of other kinds have already been reported in some of those. 
The more soft tissue found, the better. 


1. Anonymous. (2017, October 18). Ancient preen oil: Researchers discover 48- 
million-year-old lipids in a fossil bird. Senckenberg Press Release. Re- 
trieved November 2, 2017 from 
http://www.senckenberg.de/root/index. 


hp?page_id=5210&kid=2&1d=4588 

2. Yirka, B. (2017, October 18). Fatty bird gland preserved over 48 million 
years. Phys.org. Retrieved November 2, 2017 from 
https://phys.org/news/2017-10-fatty-bird-gland-million-years.html 


3. O'Reilly, S., R. Summons, G. Mayr, J. Vinther. 2017. Preservation of uropy- 
gial gland lipids in a 48-million-year-old bird. Proc. R. Soc. B 284(1865). 
doi: 10.1098/rspb.2017.1050. 





Lazy Darwinists Abuse Science 


he Darwin storytelling empire has become fat and lazy, 
abandoning the hard work of empiricism for tantalizing spec- 


... continued on p. § 
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Changing Species Names 


...continued from page I 


have certainly seen this in domestic animals. 
There are hundreds of breeds of dogs that 
have arisen in a few hundred years, and 
thousands of breeds of domestic cattle and 
sheep that have arisen in a few thousand 
years (FAO, 2015). Apparently, God loves 
variety, and he not only created diversity 
(different kinds of plants and animals), but 
he has designed his creatures so that even 
more diversity arises over time. 


Unrealistic expectations 


When I was in grade school, I learned that 
scientific names were a precise way to iden- 
tify a plant or animal. Even if different 
common names were used in various lan- 
guages and regions, the scientific name was 
supposed to be universal and constant, so 
that any scientist, anywhere in the world, 
would know exactly what creature was be- 


Kingdom 
Phylum 
Class 
Order 


Family 
Genus 
Species 


TABLE 1, The Linnaean biological classifica- 
tion system which includes seven taxa. 
Today, an eighth level (domain) is fre- 
quently included as the highest taxon. 


ing discussed. Unfortunately, for a variety 
of reasons, taxonomy has fallen far short of 
this ideal. For example, when I was a child, 
the dog was Canis familiaris and the cat 
was Felis domesticus. Before my children 
had reached that same age, the dog had 
become Canis lupus (the same as the wolf) 
and the cat had become Felis catus. 


Taxonomy is a manmade system of 
classifying organisms into groups based 
upon some common characteristics (Table 
1). And because it is applied to organisms 
that change over time, taxonomic names 
will always be subject to change. As we 
learn more about the organism, often we 
may decide that a different classification is 
more appropriate. There are many examples 
where results from genetic studies have 
changed how organisms are classified, and 
have forced scientists to recognize that some 
similarities in morphology are not from 
common ancestry. Evolutionists call this 
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repeated appearance of the same trait “con- 
vergent evolution,” yet it was never predict- 
ed in their naturalistic model based on 
random variation. Such repeatability sug- 
gests that design is involved, an observation 
that is far more consistent with the creation- 
ist view that God designed His creatures to 
reproduce and fill the earth, and that the 
repeated appearance of the same trait in 
different lineages is the result of His wise 
design. 


To be classified as a unique species, 
populations of organisms must be diagnos- 
ably different from all other species. Rules 
have been developed to help apply this as 
uniformly as possible (Helbig et al., 2002). 
Even with these rules, there are ambiguous 
cases that require a judgment call. A variety 
of species concepts has been proposed over 
the years to provide a logical basis for 
classifying species, dealing with this ambi- 
guity. These different approaches can cause 
the borderline cases to go a different direc- 
tion. There are many factors involved in 
determining species boundaries, including 
political interests. For example, whether an 
organism is classified as a “full” species, or 
just a subspecies, has implications for con- 
servation (Garnett and Christidis, 2017). 


As creationists, it is important for us to 
recognize that the naming of species is not 
the only place where there can be significant 
ambiguity. There are no universal rules 
dictating when a number of species should 
be placed into a single genus, or if it is better 
to divide them into multiple genera. Simi- 
larly, the placement of the taxonomic family 
is subjective. Some scientists tend to focus 
on commonalities, while others are more 
focused on differences between groups of 
organisms, leading to “lumping” and “split- 
ting” tendencies, respectively. Thus, higher 
taxa are often more subjective, and groups 
of organisms can move up or down the 
taxonomic tree (VanGelder, 1977). This has 
important implications for creationists — 
there is no scientific basis for believing that 
the level of the kind will consistently fall 
in the same place taxonomically (e.g., at the 
level of the family). In created kinds that 
experienced more diversification, the level 
of the kind will likely be significantly higher. 


Reproductive isolation 


The “biological species concept,” popular- 
ized by Ernst Mayr, defines a species as a 
group of organisms that can freely breed 
with one another, but cannot breed with 
other species. This means that a particular 
species 1s reproductively isolated from other 
species, and thus will retain its distinctive- 


ness. The problem with this definition is 
that it only applies to sexually reproducing 
organisms, and it cannot easily be tested in 
the field. However, it is consistent with the 
evolutionary notion that different species 
have been separated for millions of years, 
and thus reproductive compatibility should 
have been lost. To an evolutionist, the rapid 
appearance of reproductive boundaries 1s 
critical to explain the morphological chasm 
between higher taxonomic levels—other- 
wise there should be a plethora of interme- 
diate forms. 


In reality, it has long been known that 
exceptions exist, and that similar species 
can, in some cases, hybridize. Initially, 
many of the examples of hybridization were 
from zoos where two similar species were 
housed together, and a surprise showed up, 
viz., offspring. The first edition of Annie P. 
Gray’s Mammalian Hybrids (1954) listed 
over 300 examples of hybridization between 
different species of mammals, many result- 
ing in fertile offspring. Several years later, 
she published a similar work on avian hy- 
brids (Gray, 1958), a 390-page volume doc- 
umenting reported hybrids in 18 different 
orders of birds. These works have been 
updated (Gray, 1972; McCarthy, 2006), and 
a considerable number of well-documented 
cases involve examples in the wild. 


During the time period when these 
reports were published, agriculture benefit- 
ed tremendously from a phenomenon 
known as hybrid vigor. When two inbred 
lines are crossed (hybridized), the resulting 
offspring may out-perform both parents; 1.e., 
they may express more desirable character- 
istics. This is the basis for hybrid corn and 
for crossbreeding programs in livestock. In 
these examples of hybridization, it is occur- 
ring between different breeds or strains 
which are classified as the same species. 


Evolutionists have argued that this does 
not go on between different species in the 
wild. They claimed that the examples of 
hybridization between different species in 
ZOOS Were exceptions to the rule, brought 
on by unnatural conditions. They also main- 
tained that in nature, hybridization is ex- 
tremely rare, and where it does occur the 
offspring would be expected to be less fit, 
and likely infertile (VanGelder, 1977). It 
should be recognized that hybrids can per- 
form worse than their parents, a phenome- 
non known as outbreeding depression. Also, 
there are certainly examples where hybrids 
are infertile, though this is often limited to 
one sex (males in mammals; females in 
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YUK! That's the reaction that many have to the 
subject of mathematics. This book, however, is 
not intended to teach basic math. Rather, the 
authors have striven to illustrate the prevalence of 
mathematical concepts throughout the creation, 
such that it can truly be said that mathematics is 
“the language of creation.” 


New eBook now available! 


Mathematics: 


The Language of Creation 


by Don DeYoung and Glen Wolfrom 


2017, CRS Books, $2.99. 
(equivalent to 6x9 inch book with approx. 132 pages) 


The book is a collection of 57 short essays that 
first appeared in Creation Matters. Many of the 
articles have been updated. 


Can dogs perform calculus? Are there math er- 
rors in the Bible? Is there a Bible code? Is the 
number “13” unlucky? Who were some of the 
mathematics pioneers who were also dedicated 
Christians? Are there no two snowflakes that are 
alike? Can one calculate the probability of life on 
other planets? These and many other subjects 
are explored. 


Currently only available on Amazon. 


Coming soon to your CRS Bookstore. 
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Changing Species Names 


...continued from page 6 


birds), and sometimes depends on the direc- 
tion of the cross. The problem is that these 
dogmatic assertions about what is charac- 
teristic of hybridization in the wild were not 
based on observations of what was really 
going on. 


Fortunately, this long-held dogma, that 
species do not hybridize in the wild, or if 
they do it is a dead end, is slowly being 
overturned. Evidence to the contrary con- 
tinues to mount, and the voices of field 
biologists who have studied this topic in 
detail are finally being heard (Pennisi, 
2016). In reality, low levels of hybridization 
between species are quite common, and it 
appears critical in maintaining healthy vari- 
ation in the population, especially when they 
are threatened by adverse circumstances 
(see Lightner, 2016). 


Plasticity in names and biblical 
history 


This fluidity in species names is consistent 
with the biblical creation model. God de- 
signed his creatures to reproduce and fill 
the earth, so that adaptation can occur quick- 
ly. This in itself can lead to the development 
of different species; for example, the diver- 


sity which arose as creatures dispersed to 
fill a wide variety of niches after the Flood 
(Lightner and Ahlquist, 2017). Interestingly, 
hybridization between closely related spe- 
cies is a phenomenon that can help species 
adapt, as it brings in useful variety that may 
have been lost from the population (Light- 
ner, 2016). It also appears, at times, to 
contribute to further speciation. 


I have heard some creationists express 
frustration with species designations, pre- 
sumably because they do not fit the ideal 
we were taught in school. Yet, since species 
are not equivalent to created kinds, this 
ambiguity is to be expected. Despite its 
shortcomings, scientific nomenclature is 
important, and does help to standardize the 
names for various organisms, improving 
communication among scientists. It is es- 
sential for baraminology, as we attempt to 
recognize what species in existence today 
have descended from the same created kind. 
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Speaking of Science 


...continued from page 5 


ulations. Time for a reformation. 


Sir Francis Bacon in the 16th century, using ideas reminiscent 
of those of his earlier namesake Roger Bacon, worked to reform 
science away from authority and toward empiricism. Fed up with 
scholasticism that interpreted everything through the filter of 
ancient sages (particularly Aristotle), Francis Bacon argued that 
scientific pronouncements must pass the test of repeatable obser- 
vation and experiment. Today’s Darwinians are like medieval 
scholastics, interpreting the world through their favorite sage— 
Darwin. Look at the nonsense that results. 


INY City mice may be evolving to eat fast food like | Are 
you evolving every time you develop a taste for a new food? New 
Scientist storyteller Chris Baraniuk seems to think so. This one 
gets downright silly: 





The survey also highlighted genes linked to non- 
alcoholic fatty liver disease, which may result 4 
from having to process a lot of fatty acids. ( _ 
This could be due to a diet rich in fast 
foods. “The first thing that we thought of was the 
‘cheeseburger hypothesis’: urban mice subsidising 
their diet on human food waste,” says Harris. If so, the 
mice may be like “Pizza Rat,” a New York rodent videoed 
carrying a whole slice of pizza. 
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Single-nucleotide polymorphisms observed in the rats do not 
necessarily have anything to do with taste for pizza. They just 
“could” have, according to the storytellers, even though they know 
that rats—like people, roaches, and goats—will eat just about 
anything. Hopi Hoekstra at Harvard liked the story, even though 
the necessary empirical work is, she admits, promised but not yet 
available: 


The next step will be to examine the function of these genes 
more closely to assess their impact on fitness and selec- 
tion, says Hopi Hoekstra at Harvard University. 


Hoekstra says the work is part of a wave of studies investi- 
gating examples of rapid adaptation. “That provides us 
with a really cool way to study evolutionary change, sort 
of as it’s happening,” she says. 





stars could have kick-started our ancestors’ 
Anything “could have” happened in the world of 
imagination. Colin Barras imagines that an unobserved supernova 





==ee, caused increased lightning, which burned the forests in 


» Africa, forcing our ape-like ancestors out of the trees and 
| into the savannahs, where they learned to walk upright. 
What evidence does he provide? In the tradition 

of scholasticism, Barras points to authorities in 
Germany who have put forth a “possible expla- 
nation” for the non-empirical just-so story, 


leapt like acrobats. New Scientist. Retrieved November 2, 2017 from 


https://www.newscientist.com/article/2 146797/ 
Ankle fossil suggests our ancient ancestors leapt like acrobats. University of Portsmouth. (2017, September 11). First research to suggest 


Unrepentant of his storytelling (see previous note), Colin Barras 
tells another whopper here. He uses a single bone like a divination 
tool to claim that a “primate ancestor’ found in France 
“might actually have been a bizarre monkey-like animal capable 
of acrobatic leaping.” Anything “might” be possible. So what does 
this have to do with us? Not much: 


relying on highly indirect clues and millions of Darwin Years. 





scratching may have evolved as a communication tool to help social cohe- 
sion. Phys.Org. Retrieved November 2, 2017 from 
https://phys.org/news/2017-09-evolved-tool-social-cohesion.html 





Paleontologist Becomes an Outcast After 
Publicly Renouncing Faith in Darwinism 

If primates did begin as leapers, it will be harder to work (by Sal Cordova) 
out what drove their initial evolution, says [Doug] Boyer 
[of Duke University]. “It’s easy to understand how special- 
isation for navigating small branches would be beneficial, 
specifically for harvesting food objects that grow there. It’s 
hard to think of a simple scenario that would emphasise 


acrobatic leaping on its own.” 


nce upon a time, the distinguished paleontologist Gunter 
Bechly was on German national TV celebrating Darwinism, 
but then something happened. He read books about intelligent 
design and found them compelling. On a web page,! Bechly 
describes part of his transformation from Darwinist to an advocate 
of intelligent design (ID). His story is also told by the Discovery 


The storytelling doesn’t stop there. Barras ends with more — Juctitute in a YouTube video 


maybe-baby language and circular reasoning: 
Though Bechly now accepts ID, he would not be classified 


as a typical creationist. He had no religious background in his 
youth or adult life. Nevertheless, it is obvious he has had a radical 
change of views on many levels after making an honest effort to 
learn about the reasons some scientists doubt Darwinism. These 
radical changes include his conversion from Darwinism to ID 
first, and later from atheism to Catholicism. This did not sit 
well with the Darwin lobby. 


While apatemyids [the putative ancestors] are not directly 
related to primates, says Boyer, their similarities to the 
earliest primates may provide important clues about 
how our distant ancestors lived. 


First research to suggest scratching may have evolved as a 















CHILEON RCI RNYEIEMiCadie Just because 
a just-so story is told for the first time does not make it 
any less than a just-so story. If research can only “sug- 
gest” that scratching evolved for communication, it’s 
not empirical. The evolutionists did not watch it evolve. 
Instead, they employed imagination, as seen in the 
frequent use of hedging of their statement: 


A follow-up insult incident happened recently. As David 
Klinghoffer points out at Evolution News & Science 

Today, Wikipedia erased the memory of Bechly’s 
, accomplishments. 


Gunter Bechly is a distinguished paleontologist, 
specializing in fossil dragonflies, exquisitely pre- 
served in amber for tens of millions of years. 
After revealing his support for the theory of 
intelligent design, he was pushed out as a 
curator at the State Museum of Natural History in 
Stuttgart, Germany. He subsequently joined Dis- 
covery Institute’s Center for Science & Culture 


Jamie [Whitehouse from the University of Portsmouth] said: 
“Observable stress behaviours could have evolved as a way 
of reducing aggression in socially complex species of pri- 
mates. Showing others you are stressed could benefit both 
the scratcher and those watching, because both parties can 
then avoid conflict.” 


This tale is not only mythical, it’s Lamarckian. The 


storytellers cannot point to any mutation that was naturally 
selected. Observing the behavior of living macaques says 
nothing about how the behavior purportedly “evolved” in the first 
place. They almost make it sound like the monkeys thought this 
over: if we scratch, we'll be nicer to each other. Did the storytellers 
question whether this might make them more exposed to preda- 
tors? Did they think to ask if scratching “could” 
also provoke conflict, if the scratching were aggressive or unwel- 
come? Did they evaluate all the sources of conflict that might 
override the benefits of scratching? No; they just imagined a 
scenario and told their little tale to a lazy reporter who failed to 
ask any of these questions. 


The Darwin empire has become a corrupt, lazy, fat story- 
generating machine. You’re either going to be part of the problem 
or part of the Reformation. 


1. Baraniuk, C. (2017, October 4). New York City mice may be evolving to eat 
fast food like pizza. New Scientist. Retrieved November 2, 2017 from 
https://www.newscientist.com/article/2 149355-new-york-city-mice-may-be- 





evolving-to-eat-fast-food-like-p1zza/ 


2. Barras, C. (2017, October 9). Exploding stars could have kick-started our 
ancestors’ evolution. New Scientist. Retrieved November 2, 2017 from 
https://www.newscientist.com/article/2 149763-exploding-stars-could-have- 





kick-started-our-ancestors-evolution/ 


3. Barras, C. (2017, September 9). Ankle fossil suggests our ancient ancestors 





as a Senior Fellow. Now we learn that our 
colleague has suffered another act of censor- 
Ship: he has been erased from Wikipedia, 
ostensibly for not being “notable” enough. 


But this recent insult by Wikipedia is nothing compared to 
what happened earlier at the German Natural History 
Museum. Evolution News reports: 


Now, with the debate about intelligent design (ID) taking 
place on an increasingly international stage, we reach across 
the Atlantic to name Germany’s Natural History Museum 
in Stuttgart as our 2017 Censor of the Year. 


If you follow us at Evolution News, you'll already have an 
inkling of the story that lies behind this choice. On Friday 
we announced a new Senior Fellow with the CSC, the 
distinguished German paleo-entomologist Gunter Bechly, 
formerly curator of amber and fossil insects at the Natural 
History Museum. In welcoming Dr. Bechly, a specialist in 
dragonflies, we left out one thing. After coming out as an 
ID sympathizer in 2015, following his private exploration 
of the evidence for design in nature, Bechly was the victim 
of retaliation and censorship by his institution. Though 
the addition of Dr. Bechly to our scientific community is a 
wonderful boon to us, the ensuing parting of the ways with 
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his museum came with heavy personal, professional, and 
health costs. 


Bechly joins a line of several former Darwinian scientists 
who rejected the naturalistic story for the origin of biological 
complexity, and suffered for it. The list includes Dean Kenyon, 
Richard Lumsden, Caroline Crocker, and many others. 


1. Bechly, G. 2015. Intelligent Design. Retrieved November 17, 2017 from 
https://gbechly.jimdo.com/intelligent-design/ 

. Anonymous. (2017, February 13). A German scientist speaks out about intel- 
ligent design. DiscoveryScienceNews. Retrieved November 17, 2017 from 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=fqiX gtDdEwM 

. Klinghoffer, D. (2017, October 10). Wikipedia erases paleontologist Ginter 
Bechly. Evolution News & Science Today. Retrieved November 17, 2017 
from https://evolutionnews.org/2017/10/wikipedia-erases-paleontologist- 
gunter-bechly/ 
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4. Klinghoffer, D. (2017, February 12). Happy Darwin Day! German Natural 
News & 


History Museum is our 2017 Censor of the Year. Evolution 
Science Today. Retrieved November 17, 2017 from 


https://evolutionnews.org/2017/02/happy_darwin_da/ 


The Flying Giraffe and Other Fossil 
Stories of Extinct Reptiles 


magine a giraffe leaping into the air and flying off. 
That’s what this giant pterosaur was like. Other 
interpretations about extinct reptiles are not so certain. 


A pterosaur as tall as a bull giraffe has 
been found in Mongolia. Fox News! calls it a “plane 
size reptile.” National Geographic‘s headline reads, 
“Ancient Winged Terror Was One of the Largest Ani- 
mals to Fly.” Not even a California condor could stand 
up to this flyer. Standing 18 feet high, with a 32-foot 
wingspan, this specimen rivals the largest pterosaurs ever 
discovered. Giant pterosaurs must have traveled far, 
because they have been found on opposite sides of the 

globe. This specimen was found in Mon- 
golia; Quetzalcoatlus was found in Texas; and another 
giant in Romania. 


Neither article discusses ancestors of these monsters, because 
none are known. Like many creatures in the fossil record, they 
appear abruptly without missing [editor: 1.e., transitional] links. 
A page from the University of Bristol? about the pterosaur fossil 
record says, “Pterosaurs appear very suddenly in the fossil record, 
and their ancestry is very poorly understood.” 


Flying reptiles have no connection, either, to the assumed 
dinosaur ancestors of birds. Powered flight requires the whole 
organism to be adapted for that function: 
light weight, adaptations to the skeleton, 
the muscles, the wings, the digestive sys- 
tem, and everything else. The origin 
of powered flight once, by chance, 
would be a near miracle, but evolu- 
tionists have to explain it four times: 
in insects, reptiles, birds, and bats. 
Each of these groups flies (or flew) su- 
perbly well. 


bPMUimew@aestiaia Thus, it seems underwhelming to 
focus on shading patterns of melanin on a supposed “feathered 


dinosaur” that evolutionists believe was on the line to birds. 
When Current Biology’ reported possible melanin shades in the 
fuzz on Sinosauropteryx (Chinese lizard with wings), found in 


10 | Creation Research Society 


















Skeletal reconstruction of Sinosauropteryx prima 






the Jehol region of China, it would have been nice to see some 
mention of flying, flight, or wings. Instead, the open-access paper 
danced around the interpretation of the fuzz surrounding parts of 
the creature’s body, saying, “Each specimen shows extensive 
preservation of dark, presumably organically preserved fibers 
identified as feathers/feather homologs in distinct areas of the 
animal.” The authors dispute the interpretation that the fuzz is 
flayed skin collagen, but only refer to another paper about that. 


Reporters are not so bashful about the fuzz, calling the creature 
a “feathered dinosaur” openly without mentioning anything about 
interpretation. The artwork, however, clearly shows this animal 
was not ready for takeoff. Its diminutive forearms and long, thick 
tail made it a jumper at best, not a powered flyer. And whatever 
one wants to call “feathers” [actually] looks more like hair or 
fuzz. Live Science ’s? coverage was less brazen than the press office 
at University of Bristol, which went out of its way to mention 
similarities this running reptile had with birds. At Creation.com,° 
though, Jonathan Sarfati finds a lot more evidence 
in Sinosauropteryx to support a watery burial in a flood than a 
hopeful monster trying to become a bird. 


SUI INAS eecae =8 Speaking of diminutive 


forearms, National Geographic’ presented the idea that the tiny 
arms on 7. Rex were effective slashing and grasping tools, not 
vestigial organs. Steven Stanley made this argument at a meeting 
of the Geological Society of America. Not everyone was con- 
vinced, however. A different idea proposed recently is that 
the arms diminished as a tradeoff to allow room for 
powerful neck muscles supporting the head. Another 
theory is that the arms were proportionally longer and 
functional in youth, but less so in adulthood. 


NN ey cgaeeniue Another skeptic of dinosaur 


soft tissue, this one Evan Thomas Saitta (also from 
the University of Bristol), argues in The 
Conversation® that supposed blood vessels and red 
blood cells found in some dinosaur bones are really due 
to contamination or biofilms. He takes a couple of swipes 
at creationists along the way: 





One peculiarity of these widely publicised reports is the 
inevitable pseudo-scientific discourse that tends to 
follow. Creationists love such claims of unstable, original 
molecules in dinosaur fossils — and use them to back up 
their belief in a “young Earth.” The scientists in question 
retort that such hijacking of their work fails to comprehend 
the mechanisms of preservation.... 


AS wrong as creationists are about the age of the Earth 
and of the mineral components of 
dinosaur bones, they may actually 
be correct in their suspicion about 
some of the organic ma- 
| ee terials we find within 
Ah them. The less sensa- 
tional truth may be 
that in some cases, the organic material inside 
ancient fossil bones may simply be formed from recent 
microbial infections. 


Saitta also offends Catholics in his ‘conversation’ by 
referring to the natural transformation of biofilm into organ- 
ic-like structures as a form of ‘transubstantiation.’ But he has a 
lot of reports in peer-reviewed journals to contradict these days. 
Reports of soft tissue from many different kinds of animals over 


https://news.nationalgeographic.com/2017/11/tyrannosaurus-rex-arms- 





the whole geologic column continue to pour in. We expect Mary 


Schweitzer, a figurehead of dinosaur soft tissue finds, will have Weapons palconbolosy-Scrence 


some rebuttal to Saitta’s arguments. 
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Membership Matters 








CRS Board Elects New 
Membership Secretary 


t the CRS Board Meeting held in June, 

2017, Dr. Robert Carter was elected 
to the position of Membership Secretary, 
succeeding Dr. Glen Wolfrom, who had 
served in that capacity for 32 years. 


Membership Rates Increased 


Renew your membership soon to avoid the 
upcoming price increase! The CRS board 
of directors voted to increase annual mem- 
bership rates, starting March 1, 2018 (see 
table). 


Yearly rates for members who receive 
printed copies of the CRSQ and other pub- 
lications will go up by $5. Rates for mem- 
bers who receive our publications in digital 
form will increase by $2. As before, the new 
membership rates vary by country, age, and 
type. By renewing now, you can take ad- 
vantage of the current lower rates. You can 
also save the Society money by renewing 
online. 
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All by Design 


by Jonathan C. O’Quinn, D.P.M., M.S. 


hroughout Nature, there exist count- 
less examples of living things pos- 
sessing physical abilities that defy 
all attempts at logical explanation, save that 


of deliberate design. 


Like many other animals, songbirds are 
sometimes targeted by higher predators, 
such as raptors. When danger approaches, 
many birds such as chickadees sound high- 
pitched alarms, which are termed seet calls. 
Upon hearing another bird’s seet call, song- 
birds will immediately scatter into surround- 
ing bushes, or freeze in place until danger 
passes. 


The caterpillar of the North American 
walnut sphinx moth is a tempting meal to 
many songbirds. However, it possesses a 
remarkable defense. If the caterpillar is 
pecked at by a bird, the caterpillar will 
quickly compress its body like an accordion, 
pushing air out of specialized holes along 
its sides. The 80+ dB whistle thus produced 
is acoustically very similar to songbirds’ 
own seet calls. Studies have shown that 
upon hearing this unexpected whistle from 
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the caterpillar, attacking songbirds abandon 
their predation attempts, make their own 
seet calls, and either dive for cover or freeze 
in place. Interestingly, the caterpillars liter- 
ally mimic the alarm calls of their songbird 
predators, deceptively suggesting the ap- 
proach of a higher predator. The Bates 
(2017) reference features a video recording 
of the caterpillar making the sound. 


How did a “simple” caterpillar know 
to mimic such a specific alarm call of the 
very birds that prey upon it? Whence did 
that knowledge originate? Furthermore, if 





Larva of walnut sphinx Amorpha juglandis. Photo 
by Bob Barber, 2013. 


the notion of evolution were true, how did 
this caterpillar ALSO develop the specific 
anatomy to create this specific whistle, 
while simultaneously surviving long enough 
to accomplish this all in stages? 
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